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REMARKS 

Claims 1-12 are pending in the present application. In an office action dated July 14, 
2004, all claims were rejected. Applicants traverse the rejections as follows: 

r^Tion^mdfr^TT.S.C.§102 anticipated by Storch 

Claims 1-3 and 7-9 were rejected under 35 U.S.C.§102W as Deinganucp , 

et a (US Patent No. 5.920,846). As to claims I and 7, it was alleged that Storch teaches aU o 
me elements of Applicants' claims, including "determining that the first personnel of the firs 
£Zo» ^ noi available to provide the services requested by the requestor, proving 
loTdtganization having second personnel which are capable of perform** the service, 
"quested by the requestor, determining that second personnel of the second orgaruzanon can 
^rJservice! requested by the requestor, and assigning the serv *. : 
requestor to the second personnel, among others. Applicants do not behove that Storch teaches 

me8ef l^Lts claim the feature of "determining that the first personnel ***** 
organization ate not available to provide the services requested by the requestor . Itwas alleged 
ZZ*. teaches this feature in col. 17, line 61 through col. 18, Une 32 m Storch. However 

believe that this section simply describes the assignment of worlc to 
employed by the "service provider", ie, a telephone company. There as no teaching tha a 
Station is made that a technician is unavailable to perform the wort Tlus sectmn 
ZZ *e assignment of work to an "outside technician" based on a poo * * «™ 
available to perform work for the service provider. An outside techrucxan selected from the 
pITl of canLtes based on factors such as each technician's qualifications, geography 

'"^rther, Applicants claim the feature of "providing a second organization having second 
personnel which are capable of performing the services ^ ^ J£ 

aUeged that Storch also teaches this feature in col. 17, Une 61 through col. 18, hue 32. Howeve 
Applicants believe that Storch teaches no such thing. Again, this section descnbes how a reques 

ftTservicesis processed ^^^V^^^^^J^ 
reoue* is assigned to technicians who work for the service provider. Storch refe* o these 
ZZL as Ctside technicians", however Applicants believe that the term "outside stmp* 
ZZL+** technicians who must travel to job sites in order to complete vanous service 
ZZ throughout the specification, Storch refers to "inside and outside telecommumcauon 
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facilities and equipment", for example, in col. 11, lines 64-66. Applicants therefore believe that 
the term "outside technician" refers to telephone company employees who perform work outside 
of the main facility, for example, traveling to job sites to complete work orders. In addmon 
the* is no teaching in Storch that these "outside technicians" are associated with an entity other 
than the telephone company. Applicants, therefore, do not believe that Storch teaches "providing 
a second organization having second personnel which are capable of performing the services 
requested by the requestor." Applicants believe that only one organization, a telephone company, 
is described by Storch. 

As to other features of claims 1 and 7, such as "determining that second personnel of the 
second organization can perform the services requested by the requestor, and • 
services requested by the requestor to die second personnel", Applicants do not believe that theae 
features are taught either- The term "second personnel" or a "second organization arenottaught 
by Storch because the "outside technicians" described in Storch refer to telephone company 
employees. Therefore, the steps of "determimng" and "assigning" to a "second personnel , as 
claimed by Applicants, are likewise not taught. 

As to claims 2, 3, 8, and 9, Applicants believe these claims are allowable as being 
dependent upon claims which Applicants believe to be allowable, namely claims 1 and 7, as 
explained above. 

p»j^t jrv™ under 35 U. S.C. 5103 

Claims 4-6 and 10-12 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §l03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Storch It was alleged that Storch teaches all of the features of these claims, with the exception 
of teaching satellite or terrestrial-based networks, and that Official Notice was taken that these 
technologies are well known in the art. 

Applicants believe that these claims are allowable as being dependent upon claims which 
Applicants believe to be allowable, namely claims 1 and 7, as explained above. 

Conclusion , 
Mof the stated grounds of objection and rejection have been properly traversed, 
accommodated, or rendered moot. Applicant therefore respectfully requests that the Examiner 
reconsider all presently outstanding objections and rejections and that they be withdrawn. It is 
believed that a full and complete reply has been made to the outstanding Office Action and, as 
such, the present application is in condition for allowance. If the Examiner believes, for any 
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reason, that personal communication will expedite prosecution of this application, 
is invited to telephone the undersigned at the number provided. 



QUALCOMM Incorporated 
5775 Morehouse Drive 
San Diego, California 92121 
Telephone: (858)651-2356 
Facsimile: (858)658-2502 



Respectfully submitted. 





Attorney for Applicants) 
Registration No. 42,181 
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